DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 053 281 vT 010 926

AUTHOR Holmes, 0. HWendell

TITLE The Farm Poor: Counted, Miscounted, or Discounted?

INSTITUTION Economic Research Service (DOA), Washington, D.C.

PUB DATE Aug 69

NOTE 6p.; Paper presented at meeting of Amer. Agr. Econ.
Assoc. (Lexington, Ky., Aug. 19, 1969)

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MNF-$0.65 HC-33.29

DESCRIPTORS Bibliographies, *Economically Disadvantaged,
: *Economic Disadvantagement, *Economic Factors,
*Farmers, Living Standards, Low Income, *Rural Farm
Residents
IDENTIFIERS *Poverty Level

ABSTRACT ‘

According to the definition of the Social Security
Administration, a family of four was considered "poor" when their
total aunual income was iess than 33,000. In 1955, the Household Food
Consumption Survey found that all fam111es spent one-third of tk=ir
‘annual income on food, regardless of. place of residence and income

- levei, and farmers produced ahout 40 percent of the food- consumed on
their farms. On this bacis, the. poverty income level for farpm
families was designated at $1,800. In 1969, this was adjusted to 30
percent, and the farm poverty income cutoff was $2,100. This method
for setting the poverty level tands to dlscrlmlnate against the poor,
and many are above poverty level by definition only. The -30 percent
farm differential is outdated because other costs besides food are

- likely to be the sam2 .as or greater than in the city. Using the 70
'percent level, 29.9 million people in both farm and nonfarm areas
were in the poverty category. If this.level vere shifted to 85

.;f~p°rcent, an additioral 700,000 rural people 1n poverty would be.
t_;1ncluded in the nat;onal total. (BC)
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‘The Farm Poor: Counted, Miscounted or Discounted?

‘0. _W‘ir.l.dell HOimes*- . » i ]

- Charles Dickens in his story, A Tele of Two Cities, 6pens with the

'statemenﬁ "It was in the best of times, it ves in'the worst of fimes,
o« o o it was the spring of hope, 1L vas the V1ntev ol despaLr 00 s
‘Thls perhdps echocs-the entlment of many neople in tbe Unlted St ates

.. today. Our econonmy is in the best of times for_many,'but in the worst

ED053281

of times for others. For some their economic position puts them in a

real spring of hope. For others, their fubture appears as a winter of

despair. - A o

In order to more,eqpitably share the wealth of bur nation with

its less affluent citizens, guidelines are needed to determine who the

. .

less affluent ’“e, what condtitutes being in poverty, and what some of

the ettrivbutes of the poor are,

‘The lack of financial-rééburceS'ls the han iest exp]an stion of
- : o -

poverty The current deflnwtion has becn bqu* arounu incowe: how much

o

is necessary to maﬂnualn a famlly of four persons et 2, glver 1eve1 of

'llVlng. Thls Q&fln : of pover y vas develoned»‘or use oy thc COHECLl =

"i of Lconumlc Adv:eers 1n the Prns1uent's War on Poverty Latervtne.Socia -

o Secarltj AdMlnjstrdtLOH (u&ﬂ) develop»d i povext 11nb cenLCflng dfouné

 f‘$j,0O0 In ohlS d“flnitiOﬂ, a fdmzly of four was, cons1dercd peor 1f

;4“the1r tOual annual cé nl income vas leus thcn $3,OOO ana a slntle unce’atcd .
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’4,fpoverty 1ncome level vas $3,OOO.a5,af*aﬁ*fh

T R T Ty TR

sex of nead and place of residence,v(farm.or nonfarm).’ The rcsulting
poverty index is thc offlclally adopbed povcrty deranlulon of the Counoll
of Economic Advmsers and Lhe Office of Economlc Opportunwty. | |
In 1955 Lhe Household Food Consumpt:on uurvcy 1ndlcatcd that famllles
of four persons, . regardless of 1ncome level or place oP reSLdence, spent

about onc~third of thelr annual 1ncome on feod. It was thus as umed that

“an income of at least 3 leeq Lhe cost of Lhe economy food plan vas nec-
' essary to keep a famlly out ol poverty. Us1nc the economy food plan as
» developed by the USDA, and & multlpller of "3" as obtaines from the 1955

'survey, a poverty CubOfL level vas establlshed Thus 1f Lhe food plan

 vas prlced at $1,000, the resultlng 1ncome would be $3,000. Any femily

of four with an income of less. than $3,000, spending $l 000 or more for.

' fooa would be consvdered to be in povertj.

This same‘suryey showed that about_ho percent of the food consumed

by farm families vas produced at hone;' This means'that the avera#e farn

vfamlly would produce aoout $L00 vortn of Lhe $l OOO Lotal food budget,

and hence neea bo percent less ca sh fqr Lhelr food e/penses. The food

e budge for farm famﬂlnes vas: thus determlncd to be $l OOO $hoo-$ooo.

R This $oOO fngure vas uhen used as Lhe cost OL Lhe food plan and Lrapled

Y rrane .

' ffto get a falm famlly poverty 1ncome level ol ?l 800. Forrnonfarme:s the ::ﬁfi%

N Data from Lhe 1901 food consumptlon qurvej showed Lhab home product:on e

ln;of food 1tems by farm LEMlll}m:had deer'ased to abouo 30 pcvcent of Lhe:rf:”'
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$360, or $700;_ Thls $700 food budaet vas then multlpllea by 3 to give
a farm p0verty income cutoff of %2 100._ Thls is the TO percenL poverLy
- .-1eve1. The cutoff for an urban Tamlly vas the same as before, $3,000.

| . A number oé weaknesses in the methods empleyed in determining the
farm poverty cutoffs seem obvious. The food plan as used here_was
designed by the USDA using data from tne ﬁaéional-Researeh Couneil, fer
temporary or emervency use vhen funds arejleu [51. There is nerpro~.
‘v1swon for erprovlncT the dlet of the poor 1n ths food plan.

The main weakns ss is the manner in whlch thls metnod tends to dws~

_eriminate against the farnm poor. Becau e of the assumad abllwty Qf a

T,

farm fanily to produce 30 percent of thelr food: (1n dollar valuﬁ) it was»
1ncorrect1y assumed that a farm famlly needed on1y 70 percent as much

1ncome as a nonrarm fam.JJ.‘ Currenuly Lhe food pJan for a famﬁly of

four is value& at aoout $l 100.' The value of home produced fopd'(in tnisybhl
case $330) is Lhen subtractea from tne cost of thc LOOQ plan.. The‘result
$770, is then Lrlplea glvzng $2 3]0 as Lhe poverty Lhreshola eutofr 1eve]

for farm faml In what started ou Lo be a $330 deduc on beCause

of the benerlts of home proauced fool, enaed up to be a q990 deductwon

: from ‘the farmers 1ncome, or an 1mp11c1t assunnulon that the farmer

 ":Pr°Qu°eﬁ 90 pnrcenu of hvs ;ood needs.,';ﬂ':E

The cu«;eni food budcet oT $] 100 needs to be chanrcd to accounu n:f“

,hfbr recent 1ncreases 1n the cost of foodf ;The current (]959) Cuét”bf tﬁl;’Tf”

'1,;the mlnlmal nuurltlon dweu for ‘famlly of. four 1s7nov comnuted oO be PR

E
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'many farm fam 11es qre denled such pro*rams 51nce they have been dcflneu

biout oP povef y
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1nate against the poor in taet many are declared to be out of poverty

by definition only. Hovever, thc p(ople nob counbcd at uhe 70 percent

level (but included at higher levels) are just as'poor as ever, ‘Because‘
they are excluded fromithe poverty rolis means ﬁhere are.by definition

fewer rural people in peverty. With fewcr rura] people on the poverty

- rolls and with their : cattered res1dence they are hard ‘o 1denu1Ty

.

They are vﬁrtually wmthout the experlenced 1eedersh1p or organlzatlon

.

necessary to give then the v01ce or vote they need to gawn eﬂtner netlonal
recognition or polltlcal barvalnﬂnv }ovec. r1hus the number of prorrams

and funds earma"ked for tbe ru*al poor may not be as 1arge proporulonally

as it is for the uroan poor._ In 1905, only 18 percent of Lh° Communwty

Action Pro"ram (CAP) grants went to the rural aree prog rams. ThlS per-

centage 1ncreased in 1936 to 25 and in 1918 to 30 percent Whﬁle the
: x4
percentare or CAP grants e;own'r to rural areas has been on tne ncrease,

it is. sb111 low cons1der~2n tbat h3 percent o* tne net-on’s poov are

'rurdl res1dents [c] | :bbb ;f“:tf:;‘i-j{fjWN, ,'CV¥7: fQW ﬂ;ib'¢ :

The dvf ent1a1 as currently used dwscvzmlnates acalnst rural

ch 1dren and voucns wno are ne target grouns wnwch shou1d recelve bhe o ;;i

_-greaoeSu assistance. Slnce elwgiblllty for p?ograms such as Upmardi -

0

'Bound Heddstart and Famlly Plannlnc is contwnoent on b i'~ in. povevty,b.f?
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. .- - of living is app:opr1abe in rural areas [3] In 1901, for example,
anong famtlaes with less than $3,000 annual 1ncome, farm fav111es whose
‘average annual 1ncome vias nearly $700.1ess than that of urban femilies
spent nearly the same dollar amouﬁt;forvt?ansbertation and nearly seveﬂ

 percent more of their income on transportation, Farm families often

»

pdy 1argei shares of medical expensebout ef‘poeket ﬁhiie nonfarm.families
may proflt fron frlnge beneflts such as medlcaT insurance and other ' !
' advanoages offered as parL of Lhewr emploJment
Because of ‘the less developed‘infrastructure where the io# ihcome"
'pepulation is.likely o' be cbncentrated,”other eOSus maJ s1gn fi antlJ'
: 1nfluencc their 11ves and out100k. Amoﬁ&'tﬁeee‘other costs are: in.
adequaoe euucatlonal 1nsttuvons,bpoov beuswnr anﬂ +ne conple of

factors re1a+ed to it such as plumbin ; 1ightin0; fuel,and heat; A

- lack of coamunltJ 1nstwtu»wons, or socwal and p ys1ca1 acces= to oheng

constloutes both . iﬁrect and 1nalrec» cost '8 icb COHUTTOUte to Lpe goneral

cultura* m111eu of puverty llF&Pu condltlons. S e_ﬁ; = R

B . . .
oo . . . -

Data.from the_1967 “urreno Populatwon Survej of 19’6 ihcome shows.

,élearlylthe"effecv of varLous nercentave dlf;erentlals on the number o;

v

AR e

r_persons who: V111 be- defwned 1n.‘c,o poverty. USﬂnv the 70 percenu 1eve1

NI TR

‘bthe total number of persons 1n poweroy both Larm qnd nonfarn in 1966 vas:f

ff;29 9 mlllloﬁ T’e Pres1dent’é Nat Adv1sorj Comm1s51on on Rural

.ﬂPoverty Jn 1ts reoo*t "The Peovie Le t Behjnd,"estlmatcd *h t' hiffing

3['-the dif;eventlel from 30uto 15 percent. voula 1ncluae an addifionel;ﬁu:" “

'eTOO OOO rure] peonle“ln pﬂ'eroj 'An 1vs:s of the ]967 C?S uata snoqs -

~1na oberthrcshold stlll move to the OO percenﬁ

'fjleveﬁ brlnga in-an.addits onal 200,000 poo _Elam;pathnvofttheithreshbla]°f}x
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increases the poverty count by a total of 1.3 million persons over the
TO percent leve". , ' o ‘ ‘ ‘ T o

That the 30-percenﬁ differential is“ouﬁdateq seems clear, How
rmuch higher it should ve is a moot questioﬁ. Data afe'not available to

defend'any one sﬁecific 1eve1. What ev1dence is avallable seems to in-

'dlca e that the- dlffe ent1al snould be con51derab1y lower if not eli-

minated completely.
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